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of clerical accuracy, data definition, data measurement and data_ 
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-number '"of low- income families relative to' the total population ^of the. 
.girea-, and- number of drs^a^dvantaged students in relationship to ^he 
total enrollment. (JT) 
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, , .■- • ' OVERVIEW ; . . 

Vocational Education as a distinct rjj Ingram of study in* Vermont is 

inow'thijrteen years old; the first State Plan was tleveloped^ in 1-964, During 

that period, the goal of tKis program has remained unchanged: 

to assist itC the development of ^ local programs that will 
' enable each VetTnonter' to have, at the end of his/her. fcfmal 

education, a knowledge of the - world of work' and acquisi- 
tion of a salable skill, ^ ' 

The. basic philosophy, .established through policy. guidelines by the St^te BoarcP 

erf Education, has also remained constant." Of primary importance is that pro-' 

grams be designed/ to serve "all *youths and Adults who can benefit from (these) 

programs," Because of t^he higher costs associated with this type of educa- ' 

tion relative to more traditional secondary study, and because of the likeli- 

Ttood that benefits will accTite more to the State as a whole *than to a giWn 

i^ividual' district y the State has accepted the^responsibility for providing 

additional monies, for support. ' • . ' ' , • v . ' 

Initially, those funds were of two t^^«pes: (i) the ^tate provided 

• ♦ * „ ' . ^ v^* 

about 85^ of *the initial capital costs for building area vocationa'l ce'nter:^^^- 

. ^ • \. . ■ ; // 

the "ori'ginal policy guidelines of the State Board called *^for^buil^ing a ^ystem 

of area centers, each of which was to be attached a comprehensive higHyechooL ' 

but was to serve aa entire area; and (ii) general* aid to help defrW:A;fie*' ^ 

higher costs of this type of education — ttfese additional cc^sts havev^been- eje- 

• ' ' • • ~ > ' • ' . , ^' ' ■ . 

timated to ave|:age about 25 percent of tat^l"- operating costs. Th?»' system of 

general aid was modified subsequently to reflect* 1968* changes;^n 

law for financing vocational .education and to be, in p4rt,' coii&fstent with 

^ . ■ • ^' i ih.. ' 




the Staters new system for providfng^geiieral elementary ana\ secondary education 
aid— -the so-called "Miller Formula," Basically, these modifi\ations* introduced 
the ^prirtciplq of "targeting"^ non-local revenues toward the attaJ^^ment of 
specific objectives^, *^ : . , 

. . . \ 

Recently, concerns have been raised with 'the present systen\ of pro- 
viding aid for vocational education, - In' particular , the^ data used to allocate 
"formula" monies has'*'been questioned • These concerns were reinforced by new 
changes in the federal law J"The'^ Education Amendmertfcs of 1976"), which required 
.Vermont to modify its formula for dispensing federal monies as a condition of 
receiving those monies • This stuciy is intended to bfe tesponsive to those con- 
cernSfc It re,ports on research and anarys^s done unde^ contract with the 
Department of Education subsequent to the recommendation and approval of /tk^ 
'State Bo^rd of Education at its meeting in February, 1977 » 

The report cbntains five chapters (exclusive of 'this initial summary 



chapter). The first of these ii.e.y Chapter II) present's the framework for 
the analysis. The remaining foiJr. chapters each coyer a specific topic* o^ * 

• . ' ' • ^ r ^ t 

con^rern to the State Department (and the Stat6 Board). ^Chapter^ III discusses 
data quality Snd. data alternatives, . Chaptet;/ IV analyzes the^mjpact of P, L. 
94-4^82 ("The Education Amendmenl^^f 1976")' on the present ^s^t^m of financing 



! > 
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vocational education, in Vermont. Chapter /V analyzes a variet*y of formula al-^ 
ternativ^s and recosnmends a n^w forinula. which is consistent* with the new 

federal regulations. Finally, Chapter VI discpsses 'alternative, rtethods of 

• ■ ' ' ^ ' ^ ' • 

counting expenditures ai^d of allocatihg state monies for vocational education. 

In addition there are thrge appendices dealing with, respectiv^^.; (Jl) reje- 

^"O^anp laws and regulations; (ii) jthe budget; for vocati(5nal education; and U^).. 

S:he data* sources and method.s u6ed ^or doing , simulations of aid* alternatives . 



. . the balance of this chapter highlights each of those chapters land 
reports the finding^, and recommendations in each. The basic document fo\ 

ideijjdfying qj^ent objectives, procedures arid p.rograras of vocational ediication 

' . ' \ ' 

is "The Vennont Plan for Vocational, Education: .1978-1982," prepared by the 

Vermont State Department of Education's Division of Vocational-Technical 
f . ^ . 

Education and submitted' to the U. S. Commissioner .of Education (hereafter ^this 

■ • • • •• • - ' ■ ■ • x\ 

'document will be referreU to .^s the State's "3-Year Plan")* ' 

- '■ ■ .. ' . ■ . - • 

\^ * Framework ^ - T "'^ . - ' 

As noted earlier, Vermont's program. in vocational education was es^y 
tablished by the Legislature in 1964, To accomplish the ends of that legislja- 
'tion, thef State has established fifteen "a?:ea vocational centers" (a sixteenth, 
is currently -jLn^the^lanning ^tages'^^ about 80 percent of (ill funds spent \ 



directly on * vocational education in Vermont are expended through these centers* 



Most of the re^^ainder is used to fund smaller programs -at other secondary 
schools and \fo1r . programs Oinc^uding 'teadier training) at postsecbndaxy ins'titu- 
tioits. 3-4 percent '6f the totSl is used directly by the State Department of 
E3ucatian J;b oper^ate its -Division qf Vocational-Technical Education. (More 
detailed .budget information is provided. in, Appendix B of this report,) 

\ ' The' State Department relates to local agerlcies in a two-fold way: 

/ ' • ' • - . ' . ' ' ^' ^ ' ^ ' 

'first, by reviewing and approving* annual program plans submitted to. the D^epart- 

ment *by each of 'the local agencies seeking assistance; and second, the various 
• * " * . * ' . * ' • 

means oT providing 'financial assis^t^nce to these agencies. Currei^tly moijies 
are allotted, to. local agendies, 'through four channelsf^^ (1) ;}]^asic_§.upport deter- 



mined thrpugh a formula; (id) ^dimect payments_for particular staf f •; . (iii) \ ' 



categorical grants for- specif icorograins;^nd (i^) tuition for cettaiji students.. 
^Overall, it continues to be the poliefjf of the'Vermont legislature that the nonr 
local share of funds for vocational education should be about 25 percent of the;> 
total. Since* tuition payments are actually made to sending districts, the 
actua]> non-local share is closer to 30 percent. Thes6 funds may be character-^ ^ 
ized as being distisjibuted in any af fawr ways: (i) to vlfMous institutions ; ^ , 
(li) to specific vocational programs ; (iii) tc certain ^subs.ets of .|the ^populgj- \ \ , 



t ion ; and (iv) to particular areas of the State. Finally, there are e^sen- ; 
.tialiy three types of decisions th^e Departmci>t may make with regard to allocatiji^ 

monies: (1) to what extent will allocations h.e pre-determined through the 

J, * ■ 

^'plan-approval" process; (2) what mechanisms are most appropriate for distri- 
bating aid; and (3) what .weights should be assigned to the various possible. 
elements of a given mechanism. i 

\ 



Findings : * " _ ' - i 

, - ''✓-•*''' 

1. Because of the few number of institutions and the uniqiijah'g^s 

* ^ *tO;f many programs, the State has made little/«,^a)f its powers 
under the plan approval process. - / * 

2. While the State 5-Year Plan and the fei^leral law both focus on 

Specific programs aod pQpulatjpns to ^be aided, the ~princip*le 

• ^ ^ ^ vi^v • ^ • 

concern with, the i^nplemenj^^tion of the formula has-been, the 



distribution across inSSti tut ions. 



The precise effects of this impact, however, *are difficult to assess because 
the regulations implementing and interpreting^ this act have 5ret^to.be f'inalized^ 

The following are based upon interpretations of August, 1977, ; 

, *' • ' ' ■ * 

. . Findings ' , . *■ . , " 

1; The, law clearly recognizes two''3isJ:lnGt--{u;ia«s^ses involved in 

^ determining the distributipn'of non-local funds: ' (i)^prograra " 

approval; atid (ii) aid allocation mechanism. -The intent , of the^ 

'» • « • 

* law appears to be that the first of these b,e used In a much-^ore 

active way than is the current practice itrVeijmont. In* particu- 
"• ' . ' ' 

lar, approval pf specific programs related to- manpower needs 

should be part of this process. • * ^ 

• » > 

- * 2. The law requires that priority be given to. ecbnomicaX9.y depressed 
, areas which propose new programs designed to meet new and emerging 
/r 4 job opportunities. At present, the regulations require ^hat- this , 
factor be ipcluded as part of' the aid allocation mechanism., rather 



: 0 
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V than the program approval process. 

^ • * V , - ' - * * 

I. Two sections of the act place very explicit constraints.pn the /• 

* distribution of federal (and, to some extent, matching state) 

monies. ^ " ^ - . ' / 

{ '1 ' • ■ ' • * ■ ' ' ' , r 

I • \ ' (i) Subparagraph 106 (a) (5) (B) establishes the basic criteria; ^ 

\ clause (ii) of- that subparagrapih prpvicles detail to these- 

^v/ ' criteria with respect to distribution\a"cross. areas r 

"the State will^use as the two most ijfripbrtant 
factors in determining this distribuWoiT^^T ; 
^ relative financial, ability of (localj.ap/enfeii.e^^ 

\ . . ancf. the relajtflve number or concentration --^ ^ . 
of low-income families or . individual^ within \" ^ 
such agencies . . (EmphAis addcp; ,note thatX , 
"mo.st important" is currently interpreted to mean-, 



J 



*'no pther factor may have a weight .equai to or 
greater than either of these two factors.") 

(ii)f. ^Section 110 'festablishes specific constraints with respect to - 

the distribution of monies across popu3 ations (i^e*, those 

served" u'nc^er subparts 2 and 3)': 

' "at least 10 per centum . , , for handi.ca()ped 

pi&rsops; ... at least 20 per' eentiim ... 
for disadvantaged persons; . , / at least 15 
per centum for [post secondary]." (At the 
' present tame..there is some disagreement regard-' 
ing whether £he funds required vo be set 'aside ^ 
- . ' for handicapp'ejd and disabled students can only' 
^ be applied' to excess^ costs or whether they can °* 

'•'be us^d *,to cover the^i^dinaty costs of^teachifig 
these students as well.)" T ' ' . 



(iii) While Chese constraints are not inconsistent with the objectives 
of Vermont's current formula, tKey will cau^^e the weights in 

" J •• . , • ■ . 

that formilla to be ^hanged, s^ubstantially ; and this change may 



seriolSfly "Effect** the effectiveness of the- formula* ^ 

• • ; \ - ' • • - 

(iv^ " Tf the fu^s set aside for handicapped and disadvantaged V 

* ' * ' . * . * 

students: cih be ^ised only to cover excess *costs , this require- 

^ ^ merft*w<iul4 causie a serious disruption -to current fund^g i 

•patterns. . * - - . i • . . 

None of those portions of the law dealing specifically with the 

development of criteria for plan approval or aid allocation relate 

such actions toiconcern^ about costs — i.e.^ either to whether programs 

..* ' ' ■ • ..^ .'. • . ■ ■ 

are efficient or- iare cost effective. * - • 

■ - ./' . . , • • • . ' - • ■ . .'■ . 



III,. Data Quality . J * ' ; • • ^ ' . * - 

• , * — ' >■ ^ -J. • r , ^ ' 

^ ^ ' "Data quality 'f' £5 term used to cover a number of different issues. 
. Generally, however the^e issues might Jbe grouped into four types ckf concerns: 
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(X) clerical accuracy; O) -data definition; (3) data measurement; and (4X data 

* ' ^ ' • f V. *. * » ' ' ■ # 

timings . The eight specific items use<1^ in th^ current formula and possible al- 

ternatives were examined in terms of each of these issues • i 

- Findings : • , - \ , " > ' 

1\ All of the current ^elements seem to ,be well-recorded, with the^,! . 

^ N* exception of the manpower factor* Here, some double counting 

appeared. The impact of this* error , on the fomfula, however, 

was insigMficant — for no area center did ^he error .exceed 0^2% " 

■ \^ ■ ■ \ \ ^ ■ ■ . 

of its total formula aid, \ ^ 

2« A major drawback to'' the current f ormula\ is that factors are 

defined in such a way that elements are not comparable to one 

* * • • * *■ \ ' • 

a^iot^ber,_^^.ine. are felated to the size of fhe gijj^ram, some to , 

the size of the student body, some to the size of tite population, 

/ \ \ 

and 9ome 'simply to the rate of . occurren.ce of \the particular 

factor. This lack of consistency leajls^ to soirve distortions in 

^T*^ the allocation process .and causes so^jje factors Yo\ o^/set the 
# 

effect of others.. 

3« The unemployment factor is open to alternative mel^surements^ At 

the" present time, only the monfh of liovember is lised , (being the- 

* * . \\ \ * 

, ' mast current at the time of aid calculation) . TToweYpi;^ it is -not 

always representative of the previous year; the wholU ^ear figure 

Would, seem to -provide additional inf ormation. 

4. For many of the cprrent items, data timing is a serijDufe.eoocem,- 

In particular three items are Caken from the 1970 censuU; changeis 

which. have occurred, since then make the value of these items ques- 
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tionable^' On the other end, some iten^s^subh as unemplo 
* so current /that* they could not-^be used in the area -cenbi 
ning and budgeting j^rocess* 



lent) are 
bes«*^ plan- 
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The current formula foi; allocating aid is effectively six independent 

\ u ' ' ^ 

formu]jas; ixi turn, ea&h of these may be characterized as a "flat grant" — i.e., 

the amount of funds received by an**institu£ion may* not Ijp directly Elated to 

the size of the institution's program. The principle alternatives to such. a/ , 

formula might all be chatVcterized W "variable\matcbing grants;" The ,pT:indi- ' 

pie advantage' of this.' alternative type of-formula is that it alters the.im- 

^ " \ ' ♦ * , ' 

plicit "price" of vocational education, and so encourages districts 'to expand 
their efforts. j 
Findings : . 

^ 1. The present formula nas worked well, largely because it is dominated 

. by the two factors related to program, size; .As such,^i44^behaves* in 

• /' * ' . \ . * ' 

part like a variable matching grant. . 

2.' Some elements of the current foi>mula are very unrelated to program 

size. The unemployment factor is the poorest in this regard. By 

looking- only at the rate, there is no comparability of scale across 

area centers*; Tn general, there appears to be* a nefe^ to make alL 

* HI* . • ' . i . • 

'\ ' of the elements more comparable to one another, such as through . 

^ . . ^ using a commo^n -base (or denominator) , in each factor. ♦ 

- O. There is significant Variability in the stability of the varitjus ^ 

/ elements -over tim§. Th^. unemployment rate^^ for example, ,i g jg t i change 

significantly from month to mpnth* ''Using data b^sed upon longer ^ 

time ^periods tends to alleviate this problem. • . *. , ' 

~ ' , . \ ^ . * 

4. In general^ current factors are related to equity rather than to 
T ' ' \ L ' • 

efficiency.' It is generally believed that the absence of. a "price 



effect" and the large local share of expenditures required reduce 
' - * , .the need for the stat^ to consciously encourage efficiency* ' ^ 

* t * • w 

V. Additional Expenditure and Revenue Issues * 

« 

• At the present jtim^, Jjie Division of Vocational-Technical Edu'cation- 

only collects data on part of the area centers' budgets. Plant Qp^ation^anxi > v 
Maintenance are omitted. ' The chapter analyzes the effect of including these 
expenditures in the" Allocation base. In addition, the ^chapter examines wheth^t 
non-formula state revenues, such, as tuition and staff salaries, shouj^d be 
left as separate assistance or should be included in the formlila.' 

Findings : . - • ; ' * ' - • 

_ At the present tlni^ requiring a total budget from tfhe area- centers 
would have little effect on the distribution of formula monies. 
However, it could affect some -tuition payments. Moreover, in' • 
raising the total rdentlTied expenditures, it could servfe as' a 
V catalyst for increasing state appropnriationa and/or for making it 
easier for some centers't.o meet federal ntatching requirements. 
2'.' Includihg' tuition in the formula is likely to Uenefit^host d.istrLcts, 
assuming no subsequeflt c^ecllnq' in e^irollments. Including ancillary 
salaries would have little effect (but would simplify- procedures) ^ 
if expenditures are used as a base for .formula add. • - y 

VI. Recommendations" * . ' 

AmoBg the recommendation^ made in the 'full 'Final Report, the fc^Jllow- 
ing would seem to^^e the most, significant: ^ , 



With-regard to data items. used ♦ in the aid formula: 

a) The State should only" use items whiih are collected on >n annual 



basis; data from the decennial census is of very<limited valu€v.. 
Data, items shduld be measured in such a way*as to establish * 



^ comparability across fstctc^s, ^y- 

q) in addition to seeking current* data, concern* should be given to 
tlie planning period oi the. area "centers '(and the time heeded 'to 
expand ox develop new programs).'. I necessary ,< the SCta'Ce might 
consider using longer time periods (e*g*, two yqars) in .defining 
factors which tend to- he h'ighly -variable^ ' ' V 

yiith: &gard? to a new, formula; . 

a) ^.Giyen the relative weights required by P, 94-482, the State 

should consider changing to; a variable matching grant-typ^ 
formula* Such a formula wourd insure greater consistency acrosSj 
area centers.f • i '* . ^ ' . - , 

b) If it 'is desired to continue the current ^foTimula, all factors 

, ^ - ^ ' , - * * • 

should b^ iiSflculated on a per pupil basis • 

• . .\ ' ^ ^ ^ 

c) With regard to Vhat bas^fe^>^ use for a' varfaW^Tnatching grant, 

► expenditures (as oppose^l' to pupils); would generate a distribu- < 
tioh^more closely approxim:a:ting th^ current one, 

d) Factors which should be included in a. new formula are' un employ- 
ment, number 6f loV-income families relative, to the total popti- 

: • latlon of the aj:<fa anH*i:4ie equalized grand list per pupil of ^ 
the host dis^ric^-.. All of^tne's^. itfems should be convertjed to^ 

> .\ ' : * " . . ^ • . 

index -values, ;.; V^ * ' : 



e) With regard to the (fisadvanta*ge:d : ' ' . 

(d) if the set;-aside is allowed to be applied tb the total • 

amount, ^ factor '^rulTnber of _disad¥antagfiiLS:tudeiiti^A- 
' • •* • ♦ * 

total enrol'lment" for each center should. Ke incorporated 

' ■ ■ '■ ' . . • , 

into the fdrmulaV , ^ ' ' , ' « 

iii) if the set-aside, can 'onl)^ be used to covet * excess -^b<vsi:3 » .» 
. a separate formula. ustxig' these cost5 as the- "basis, would 
he the most appropriate. * *' .... * 
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" • • \ FRA>1EW0RK FOR ANALYSIS • . ' ^ 

. ■ ■ ■ ' ■ • - - 

Vocational education is an ^important component of Vermont's overall 
system of formal schox)li;ig;, over ''one-half of all lltfi and 12th gradeill^n the 
State receive som^ form of vocational tjr^ining. A succinct statement of the 
* basic aim df the Department of Education's Division bf Vocational-Technical" ^, 

. Education is found 9n page 3 of the "Lojg Range Goars" incljiided a^part of^ 

» ^ , ^ ' J '* • ' . • 

.its current 5-Year Plan:/ ^ Lj/, ' ' 



To assist in^'the development of local programs that will * » • 
* ""enable each Vermoutef to, have, at the. end ofhis/hdr 

formal education, knowledge of the 'world of work' and ,<( 
acquisition of^a salable skill.' ♦ ' % 

- . \ ^ ; / : ■ 

Th±S baslc'aim is expanded -upon and 'supplemented by a number of more specific 
goals and objectives in the 5-Yea^ Plan* To* accomplish ^these ^nd§, the State 
has /established fifteen area vocational centers (a sixteenth Its currently in 
the planning stages); about. 80 percent of all funds spent directly>;^on voca- 



tional edutation in Vermont are expended through these centers. While the 
operation of the area centers, as well as the ogeratlon .of other vocational 
education programs throughout the. State, is left to local education agencies. 
t;he Department of Education plays a much mprs active role, both in .determining 
enrcaiment patterns and in developing specific programs than it ftbes with „ . ^ 
general education programs. In effect, the need for: statewide coordination 
is deemed- to b^feore important" for vocational education. Moreover, in making 
funds.,ayailabl'c'tq the s'tate, the- federal government also plays a much more 
explicit role'. ks\% result, the Constraints imposed by the State- on- local ' . 
education agencies are to- .a significant extent the' consequence of constraint?- 
•imposed on the State'^by the federal government, / 

^ The Department of Education's relationship with local agencies is 

.develope"^ principally tlirough -two types df mechanisms. The first' is its Set 
of procedures for program approval. As a'' condieipn to rfeceivlng state funds, 
the .local- educatfon. agency must annually Submit a detailed plan to the Depart- 
ment of Education, describing, among other /things, the populations to be ■ - 

• • / • af • 

'served, the- manpower needs. to be met. and the particular oc<^upational progr^s 
to be offered.' Moreover, for some of its programs, specific proposals must ' 
be submitted to the State Department. Approval of_these pl;ans and pwposals 
Is based upoA critrpria contained in the State's 5-Xear Plan, which, in tufij. . 
must be approved by the U. S; Office of Education. ' ^ 

" • . - . ■ ■ • . ♦ . • .• ' - ' • 

The second basis for the Department's relationship with "local agen-^ 

cies is its .various methods of; providing finaqclal assistance to ;t<hese agencie 

At the present time, mpnie^ kre allo'tted. to,; local agencies through four 

.' , '' ■ ' ' ' ■ 

channels: (1) basic support determined through a formula; (ii) direct payment 

for particular, staff (ill)" categorical, grSsints. for specific programs;, and (Iv) 



tuition for certain student^^^ Overall, it is the policy of the State Legisla*^ 
» * • ' . ' ^ ^. - 

ttMre that, the non-local share of funds for vocational *educa,tion should be about 

• ' ' *• . • • 

25 percent of tKe total. Since tuition payments are actually made to .sending 

,distficts, the actual non-local- share is closer to 30 percent. This average, 

howevejr, is the' res*uld of some programs being funded 100 percept with state or 

federal. monies while others receive no non-local " funds, 

* .There are, in fact, a number of parameters across which state and 

federal funds are- directly, or in effect, allocated. Basically, monies, are. 

allotted to individual institutions ; the object of this allocation is generally 

specific programs that the institution offers — these programs are usually 

classed either by subject matter J[i»e.^>occupatlon) or by format (e,g., c],.ass- 

room instruction, work-study, or cooperative education). By design and/or by 

« * ' - ' • 9 

indirect consequence, tl^ese non-lgcal monies are concentrated more heayily on 
certain subsets of the population and certain ar^as of the state, -Population 
characteristics which ate generally considered relevant include education 
level (secondary J postsecondary, adult), socioeconomic status, physical and/or 
omental well-being, and sex, .Relevant area 'characteristics include JLabor.mar- 
ket opportunities, unemployment level, and age and socioeconomic *mix of the ^ 

population, . * ' 

• . , • », ' » ' ' > 

In considering the distribution of vocational education revenues, the 
-State's 5-^Year Plan apd th^, hew federal legislatio'ti,id6«ti£y "target" groups 
in terms of each of these 'parameters » The overall effect or any allocation 
system will depend, upon how the- criteria established under each of the parameter 

' ^ \ " • - . ■ ' ' : • ; ^ \ 

types relate to one another, Verm.ont's concept of -regional vocational education 
estab'lishes geographic boundaries for each of- the area centers; 'that i§, each. 
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Insti^tut'ion is identified with a* particular area <T>f* the state an di with -that 
pqrtion of *th€f dtate's 'population living within that area, l^ile students do 
cfpss thes6 botitid^ri^s , the analysis in this report assumes that- threse"' shifts 
have only a small effect on overall patterns and that the established areas 
and populations are^thoffe actually served by the respective area centers. 
Viuests x£>£>ue£> aire axscjissjen iurtner- in Lriiapter iii, in tn 

f 



(These issues are 'disciis&(f further* in Chapter III, Un the section on data 

r ' . \' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ^ . \ 

^ meaguremenr, and in ChgptfenV, in analyzing fQrmula alternatives.). 



• The allocation of resources for vocational education involves three • 

' i ' . 7 » • ' ' * . . ' 

types of decision: (1) to what extent^ should the overall distipibution of 
* resources be determined by ^th^ "plan approval*' process rather than directly 

X ^ through the allocatioi^ of non-loca,L revenues; ^2) .yhat txpes of distribution' 



raechantsm are most appropriate for allocating non-local aid; and (3) what 



Weights sh'ould be assi^ed to the various possible elements o*f whatever mecha- 

niaim is adopted. • • ' ^ * ^ - , 

* ... 

* Clearly, these decisions are interrelated wLth each other. In addi-" 

tion, answers to them depend in part* upon the interrelationships-^emong the 

- ^ ^ ' .if * ■ ' ' - ^ " • . . 

four parameters outlined above^ In the following chapters, Chgpte'r I^I fojg^ses • 

• :W ' * . . - " - ' - ' ^% \ 

principally on the first two of these decisions. Chapter IV is concerned ^more 

with the ^second and third questions. * - - 

. , Moreover, paralleling these decisions must be a concern for efficiency 

(i^e., controlling program costs)>^To the extent that expehdlture's arg a part 
/ ' ' ' . " • . * ' ' ' • - 

pf. the* aid allocation process, considetation must be given to what cost dif-^'. 

ferentials are valid or allowable''. Similarly, the interaction between' incen- 

fjfives to encourage opi^ratJLonal efficiency and incentives ta encourage local 

effort , particularly as both are^embodied in any given allocation, mechanism, 

/ ^ ' ' * 
must be taken intd account, \ • * S ^ ' 



- A .final" word, should be presented on.. tHe^iocusf/^f 'Ohis istudy,' GlYen 
the role of P. L. 94-482 in initiating the st^kWani'Meed 6f the State to ' ^ 
incorporate a new -^id formula into its 5-Y^ar/|fimV4pTimaryi^ will be 

given to the formula. Additional findnce tMm/:ipLl be. coTisidftred- as they ■ 



relate to. the formula. . ' . .'iMfW ' \ . .>,y;viA'^' 

;3! tr.^Bl 



5r 15 ;-f • ^■...':'-')« 



. . 'Ill t^^^*^ 



- , THE IMPACT OF '^^ 1.^94-482 . 

Title II of the "Education Amendments of I9V6V (ieg^ljLy referred to 
?• L. 94-482) impacts upon* all* of various types of decisions involved in 
the planning and operation of 4Vocational education programs^ /Moreover, many 

r , * 

. ^ f « * u 

provisions of ^his tit^e require changes in current Vermont practices. Some 

• ' \ " > 

of these provisions are simply a pre-cOndltion to receiving federal monies 

* - . */ 

for vocationaljeducation; others may be vieweduas constraints on hW the ^ 

* * # \ • ^' • . • ^ ' , 

State operates Its Vocationai education prof|;ram, whether pr nots^^-^. receives 

federal monies. The legislation* establishing Vermont's vocatioiial education 

.program .(see Appendix B) cle/arly intends for the State to comply with all 

' federal— regulations to the fullest extent possible. 

. • The .new federal law clearly recognizes the* two distinct 'processes 

' invplved in determining the d.istril^ution of non-local funds for vocational 
education--i.e. , develqijing mecfenisms and criteria for program approval and 
for -the acttfel allocation of ^monies to those programs which are approS^i. 
Several secJ:ion^ 'of the law are "coticerned directly with the process of program 



.•^ V.-./: 



ERIC 



approval, primarily thirpugh the establishment of requirements for the State 

5-Year Plan, the State "Annual Program Plan and Accountability Report/' and 

the annual application for aid to be submitted to the State by those local 

- . ' * * * 

education agencies seeking a share of the^federal dollars.. (See Appendix B,) 

Of particular importance in terms of their impact on funding '4eci- 

sions are the portions of the law which establish* "priorities" for.prpgram 

> 

approval* Thfe primary focus of these Jiriorities is the. occupation-mix of a 
state's pragram — parts, of sections 106, 107 and 108 require the state to 
justify each occupgjtional 'program it approves/ Ir so doing, the. state must 
provide evidence of specific manpower needs and the rationale for' the typ.e 
and level of program proposed to meet those needs.. Moreover, as' requi'red 
part'^- of th^t rational^, ^two" other factors are, in effect, criteria for- 
approval: (1) the likejrihood of a program completer funding a job; and' (2) 
the absence of sex bias in a ^program, or the role of the program in eliminating 
sex-stereotyping* by occupation. Finally, subparagraph 106 (a)(5)j(A) requires 
priority be given to economically depr^sfeed areas which propose new programs 
designed to^ meet new and .emrergency job^^o^^^ortunities. ' 

One effectsx/^ this, explicit approval process is. to narrow the range 



of criteria for actually distributinr^^,,.^£ate and- federal^ monies • In effect the 
plan-approval prq^ess may be se^n as acting as a constraint, on the distribution 
mechanism^ Alternatively, that process may also be viewed as a mechanism' for 
incorporating into the distribution njef hanisjn .prio^rities, or incentives which 
may-be difficult to effectively Incorporate Into a funding formula. For ex- ^ - 
ample, it may be more desirable 'to give priority to local applicatiotis which 
include a detailed ^lan for -equipment maintenance .^han to incorporate Into the 
aUd fonnuja an incentive for local agencies to perform sUch maint^i 



nance.. 
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The effectiveness ot ^uch a provision will, depend, in part, on the correspon- 
dence between budgeted plans and actual expenditures (see Chcipt^||fc for further 
discussion 6/- how to insure such a correspondence). * 

. T]ie federal 'lav^ contains two distinct passages that outline criteria 
which.tnay, or must, be used in allocating -available -funds. The basic criterion 
contained in subp^aragraph. 10,6 (a)'(5)"(B) required funds to be distributed on the 
basi6 of "economic, social and demographic factors relating to th.e need for * 
vocational education among the various popula^iions and the various areas of 
the State . '. .J* Clause (i) of that subparagraph! adds .s^pie^f ic details to 
this criterion with respect to ai^ea characteristics: * '^the »State will use as 
the two most important factors iw determining this distribxjtion . . \ relative 

financial, ability of [ local] agencies ... .'and the relative number or con- 

^ ' ' * ' a *' , ' 

centration of- lo^^-iacome^ families or ind^ividuals within such Agencies \ . 

(emphasis added; note that "moist impor^atit" h^s most recently, been interpreted 

by federal of f iclal^^tQ^|ea'n '^'no b£her" fa'ctor(s) ma_y have a weight equal to 

or greater thai\ eithe^.'^^'these two factors"). - \ :^ 

Similarly, section* 110. establishes more specific criteria with res- 

pect to the populations to be sefvec} uncjer ^sulJpaf ta. 2 and 3^ . . at 

^ ' " ' ' ' ■. 

lea&t 10 per centum of each State's allotment, under sectign 103' from appropria- 
tions'-made under section 102 (a) shall be used. ... for handicapped persona; ' 
... at least, 20 per ^centum \ . . for diiradv^ntaged persons;'.. . . at least 
1'5 per centum . . for [post secondary]." In addition, paragraph 104 .(^^2) 
requires that "from the funds appropriated to carry out subpart 2, each state 

shall reserve $50,000" for full-time staff to work towards the elimination of 

V ' ~ . . ' • ' - ' * . 

sex stereotyping and sex bids in vocational ecliication programs. To the'same \ 



end, clause 107 (b) (4) (A) (iii) calls for "incentives, to he provided to eligi- 

ble reoipients". to conduct simil^ir efforts at ^he local^level. 

* ' * • ' • ' ' , « ' i ' 

Finally, tw6 other provisions of .the- act ' establish' constraints on 

the distribution mechdnism?. ,*Cl^use io6 (a) (5) (B) (iij prohibits fuhds from 

being distributed "on the basis of per capit^'. enrolliSent" oY through matching 

of local «cpenditures on a uniform basis,." oir from^being denied "to any re- 

cipient which is making a reasonable tax effort s(JleX)6 because /Such. recipient 

is unable to pay the non-federal share of the cos^ of new proarams." And ^ 

claus|^ 107-(b)J(3)(A)(ii) requii;gs ^the' State to continue to use appro3^iraately 

the same amount of its State grant under subpart 2 of this part for programs 

in secondary schools during fiscal years 1978 and 1979 -as it had -used du.ring 

fiscal years 1975 and 1976 unless t^e State is ahle to demonstrate in iCs.' 

(5-Year Plan the need to- shift funds from SAich use." ' . ' , " 
■ . , - . $ ^ 

, None* of those portions of the law dealing specif ica^y with the 
development of criteria for approving state and/ot local* plans or. for dis- 
bursing monies, relate such actions (directly to., cqncerns about cost. These 
provisions >are written in t'ferms af specif ia .pi^pgrams or resources, not" In 
tertns of providing incentives for efficient 9p^rat;ion of ^ program or whether 
one program with a slightly' 1ow«j: ^io^ity than another might be more cost- 
ef fedtive than that higher prioritjr prog-ram. However, the ,req\iirements for 

maintenance of non-federal effort are in terms of^'expenditures (l>.e., com-\. 

m^^' ' . ' \' ' i ' 

pliance oould be the result af^the same dollars being spenf, to buy, fewer 
resources). The only direct references to. costs are .in the provisions for - 
making actual payments to the states. Tlf^payments' pursuant to section 110, 
•must be matched with at least aft equal amount oi^ state and^local monic^^and 
all other payments from, funds appropriated under section 102 must: also be 



matched overalL with at "least an equal , amount of .state, and local monies; * Im- 



^ ' plidit here, it appears, is a beli^f^ tkat the inat5:H'in|5 requirement will make ^ 
: it in the spate's ox^^best intereist^o 1)e" efficient And ''t1\^re c^tainljr^s^ 

jro*" prohibition to states inco.rpor£itihg eff ici^^^^g^i^^ives into their allo- 
cation- mechanisms ♦ . / I V 

. At the present' '^time, as nofeed earlier^ Vermbnt^has four 'basic mecha- 

• ' f . ' . ■ ^ . S , * 

nisms for allocating state and^federal monies. Two of' these, direct payments 

,v ;• . . ■ ^ • . .-^ 

for staff 'and tuitionsV are prov^ided uniformly hcross areas and populations 
without reference to the criteria discussed a^jSyj^* "And with a third; categori- 
cal grants, decisit>ns regarding priorities arie all ma^'de at the plan approval 
stage^ Consequently, offLy nonie3 dispensed dhrough t4^e formula*^are do'hc-^o 
directly on the basis of -ci;^itferia related topr^a and; population clja^acteris-* 
tics. In the past few years, monies- allocated 'thrpugli ihe formula have 
^accounted for about one-fourth of the state and , f e'detjal monies and one-tjpnth 
"^of all monies expended for ^vocational education^ in Vermont, I^Jhet^ier or not ^ 
this share should be adjusted will be discuss.dd^in Chapter, VI* For the 
moment, it is only important to note the overafl cotistraints' imposed by the 
f-ederal law — that is, no matter how monies ape dispenff&d, th^ priorities dden- * 
tif ied in the Act must be adhered to and the overall effect of the allocation 
process must .not be contrary to ^the provisions of stibparjagraph' 106 (a)(5)(B), 
Moreover, it ^should al§o be noted that this constraint applies to' all federal 
fiipds agpropriated under section 103 — thai: is, .funds for special progijams for' . 
the .(fisadj^ntaged (subpart 4) and\f or consumed and homemaking (subpart 5) must^ 
al§o "be inoluded in^ determining^hether o*verall dist?ributi'ori-^nd matcViing re- 



quirements fhave beep met,, , J * s ' 



J- 
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The current formula contains the following components: . 
Type • . ^ ' 

!• Manpower needs ^ 

u 

,2. Vocational education needs\ 




' Measure 

« 


Weight- 


share of State's nonprofessional 
workers in county 

4 ' , 


•5% 

* 


\ 

« (1) ^vmemploymerit in loc;al ariea 
(ii) average Income qf^'county' • 


10% " 


• 

(i) staff (FTl;/s) of area center 
^ (ii) expenditures for supplies^ 
equipment maintenance 
and travel 


40% ' 
10% 


EGL/pupil of }iost district ■ 


' Z5%. 



4. Ability to pay 



Given the total funds available, the' distribution of funds is computed separately 
for each of tffese facjbors^ the allocations are then added together to give a 
total award for each institution (note: the funds available are actually 
divided into two categories, funds available for the area vocational centers * 
and funds available to all other institutions, based op lodal- budget requests). 
The overall effect of the formula aaring the past three years has been about 
a 2:L variation across institutiorts in the share, of elij»iJ51e expenditures reim- 
buirsed -witjh 'stat^ and federal, funds; the nonlocal share has fanged^from 22% to 

- In terms of the various provisions pf P* L. •94-482 desctilbed above, 
the following concerns about, the preserlt formula need "ThT be addressed: 



1) To tht extent that vocatiorfal education programs train"^ people for. local 
^ labpr' m^kets, the manpower f«actor is 4 good indicator of replacement 
needs*; . However, if some programs are training .people, tp yrllL ^ state- 



► t be a u^fifl 



y . wide, or even broader^ need, lijiis may ."not be a ufef ifl measure/ Looking 
at the location and 'employment patterns of program completers would 



offer 'some, evidence on this matter* To' tliB j^xterit that many px:ograms 
' : * / * 

serve a broader market, it may be more desirable to include this 

* ♦ 

• criteria in the program approval process • . • * • . 

2) Inclusion of factors to serve as indicators of vocational educatiotrsnped 
.is highly consistent with the language of P, 94-482> However, the 

measures currently used have some difficulties/ Ilnemployment is factored 

. ' ' ;. - ^ • # ' ' ' • ' 

in with no reference, to thiB^ number of people a given unemployment tate 
represents/ For examp.le, while Lamoille County^-may have twice the un- 
employment rat% of Xhittenden County, it still would have only a fraction 
• as many people unemployed sincfe its work force is about one-sixth that 
of Chittenden County. The income factof has a similar drawback in being 
calculated on the Basis of an unweighted average^ ' A scaling factor 
(such as pupils or population) would make these measures jnore effective 
in reflecting the relative need of the various areas (further discussioVi 
^of how to define and measure *these elements is contained in the next 
' chapter) . • ' , < . , * 

3) The J two f^torys related to programs now have -a combined weigh,t.of 50 
percentv This will certainly haye to be rtf«i^ed subsfiantiaiiy— such 
factors are permissible ia the formula so long as theyi do not cause the 

.overall distribution of the: formula monies to be out of complianQ.e jwith 
.the federal law. ' ' - . ' ~^ *^ 

i ; - ^ — -J' 

4) * Ability to pay is* cdirtainly an appropi>iate factor'. The Hise of the 

* • * - 

equalized grand list is consistent with the general school 'aid for- 

mulaVand wit)i the m^ner in which revenues are raised locally. How 

'ever, using. only the host district's per. pupil wealth .may^not b'e'Yepre- 
sentatiW of the wealth, of tj^e area served by the-area center; if riot, 

- - • ' - ' ^ 

; J * - 

^ * ^ - » ' X 

^- V ^ ' . , , f ^. . - 



requirements of the 



this factor woyld not be cgjisistent with the 
federal laj^. Moreover, the basis for coiriparisgn Here again an *un- 



'weighted average. Finally', the use of .the uniform 'increment table re- 

duces the monies re6^iv.ed by the poores:ttcenters and increases the'-monies 

'* ' ' *i * 

' whic& go- to .the wealthiest districts. To be co|isis€ent with ^the, federal " 

,law, it would seem 'desirable to eliminate; the table and to use a * » 

' . « C * . ' • • • 

• ^ ' ' . I ^ ' ' ^ . . . " 
— weighted- average, both of which are easily done.« ^ 

* ti . • ' , i - V 

DAfA *QUAl!tY * 

I * 

Dissatisf action^x^ith the allocatien^ re'sultl^jl from the. present for- 
mula' often get expr.essed as "concern about the quality of the Jata." While 
this concern with data quality Is frequently defined pather simplistically as 

.a need for better Counting," a closer examination shows that the data quality ► 

^ ' ^' ■ ' ' - 

problem is really a cafch-all for a variety of issues. These issues can be 
j^rbuped into four categories: clerical accuracy, data definitions, data measure- 
ment and data timlftg. ,Fol lowing, a brief discussion of ^dch of * these categories, 
the present data Sources and possible alternatives are analyzed in terms of 
these various data quality" issues. ' . ^ 

The potential for clerical* errors, arises, in large part, from the 

. .. 

fact that much of the dat^^sed i,n the cutrene formula is hand-recorded and 
frequently never subjected to con/sisfency checks/ ^The actual allocation ^f ' 
, formula monies, in. fact, is presently done by hand. While there is general / 



w ' ■■ ■ ' 



agreement about the need to minimize tjlis. type of error '(its likely, magnitrdffe 
and possible procedures for mlnimizijig ' it are discus55ed below), the choice of 
a '*'startijpg point" is largely a value judgment (e,g\, do we 'assume that tax- 
payers honestly report their income -and hegii\^ with the r^qording of returns 
by, the State Xax Department?). . • » • ' 

The second and third categories are very clostsly r-elated to each 

• ^ --^ ' ' 

other. The fchnner relates to what; type o-f data is mo§t closely related to a> 
particular ob-jectiv.e; .the latter category relates to the problem of how best 
to measure the type of data actually s.eleGted (note that tl>e availabillty'of 
better.^measures for soihe types of data may be a factor ii) 'deciding ^on the best 
data jdefin^tions) . For example, the *'need'* for vocatibnal/education might be 
defined in terms p'^f unemg^loyraent .or in terms' of job opeivings. Likewise, 
"ability- to'pay" might * be. defined- in terms ^ the property wealth. of the local ^ 
district or in terms of the income of the distj^ictrr^-^^Sb^ie^'of the definitional 
choices haVe baen made, or the alternatives ^^verely limited .by^the'^eW 
f^fcral legis'lation and the, related'^federal regulations — data definition ia • 
the only one^of four categories on which th*^ federal law.^lmpacts JsignCflcantly. 

Ifi most -instances, data measur.emertt is^'a two-f-bld problem. - For ' 
items which are ratios^ specific measures inust be<jdecided for both a numerator 

- • ; \ ^ , : ... . : . • ■ • 

and a denominator,. Similarly, for measures ^hdch are aggregates or averages, 

what base to use.for aggregating .or averaging myst be. decided an addition to 

the specif ij numerai:or. . For example, if uneij^ployment is selected as a measure 

' * . « . ' ^ » • ^• 

of need, should one include' ajl workers, or just "insured" x^brkers^ or just 

"nonprofessional" workers? And, as a parallel decision, should >he unemploy- 

ment rate be based on the population intended. -tb be served "by the ar^a center,' 



^ or 6n the; population actually served^ or on simply the population of the host 
district yhick has administrative and fiscal responsibility for the center. ^ 
In part, the answer will be based 6n 'data availability and/or. the. cost of 
acquisition and on whether the different bases .yield different aid allocations,' 
If ehis last criteria is, in fact, a significant factor in the choice made-, 
then it is important to assess the likelihood that present relationships wfll 
change and how such, change's could be detected. ^ < * -u'^- 

' ■ * • , . 'j 

,The choice of a" measurement base is an important issue in the ^funding 

of vocational education in part because * there are sig^'lficant differences*' 

among bhe area centers in the number of students enrolled relative to the 

area's population and in the correspondence bfetv/een the population intended 

to be served and the population actually served • -The table below shows the, ' 

extent oif these differences fop 1975-76. ^ ^ 

Enrollment Patterns of lltrh and 12th Graders , . ' 
• Area Vocational Centers 

' ' ■ ' 1975-76 . / 



Area' Center 



Enrollment in Center 
as % of Area Total . 
Enrollmisnt. " ' 



llQSt District nighvSchool 



% Area 
Total .Enrollment 



%• pf Area 
Center Tlnrollment 



•Barre 

•BFA . 

Brattleboro | 

Burlington* 

Essex ' 
.Hartford 

Lamoille* 

Middleb'ury j 
4lt,-- Anthony 

No^ Country 

Oxbow ^ ' 

Randolph 

Rutland 

St, ' Johnsbury 

Springfield » - 

/STATE kVFfLAGE 



39 
34 
A4 
43 
.31 

48 . ' 
36 

36 - 

51 
-51 
43 
34 

47 

41 ^ 



V. 



39 
58' 

53 
■ 47 

28 
.-38 
- 35 

36 
' 58; 

57.. 
• 51.. 
, 31 

28' 

43 

68; • 

•• 42 



81 

83 

89 

76 

66 

80 

80. 

58 

90 

90 

78 

46 

47 

■80 

82 

« 

74 
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The^ final type of concern is with the timing th^ data. Clearly 
the mote recent the dat^, the more nearly it reflects current needs an^^ cbn~ * 
ditionsT However, to, the extent- that there is a lag between the planning/ 
budgeting process and actual program operation .some data may be "too cur«ren,t#" 
A corollary to this principle is that the. more stable a particular data itenC 
is over time; the mope it lends itselT to planni'hg. I^i this regard, measures " 
such as tjie^'vnemployment *r^t^ (with no V^ference-to a base) can fluctuate sub- 

. ' ' ' \ ^ ' . ■ • 

stantially in a short period of time; airand lists,, on the other hand, tend to 
be fairly stable over a number of yeats. Use of dat/a items which are collected 
only once in ten years as^part of the. dec€nnial census are useful only if they 
teriA not to change much over the ten-year^ period, tn general, it would seem 
desirable to use ^nore recent' information than. the 1970 Census. Moreover, for 
factors which are highly variable, it would seem more appropriate' ^o use a 
valui)which represents an^aVerage over a longer period of time than to use 
the most current information available. 

- The current State aid formula makes use of eight specific data items, 
identified in' Section 3.2.7-2(c) of Uhe State 5-Year Plan as the follortngf 

- ' ' 4 ^ * ' , - - • • / ■ 

(1) number of "nonprofessional'^* workers, by countyf from the 1970 Census; (2-) 

vocational enrollments, by area and countyV-from the Department of Education, 

y - • . ■ . - / . 

Fall Data Collection; (3) unemployment rate, by labor-market area, for the month 
of November, from the Department of Employment Security; (4) average income 
of families and individuals, by county, from the 1970 'Census; . (5) vocational 
personpel (expressed as full-time equivalents), from the October 1 up-date qf^ 
Local' Plan for Vocational Edlucatiofi;^ (6) area vocational supplies, equipment 
maintenance, and travel ^Expenditures, from the Annual Local Financial Report ^ 
for the previous year;, .(7) Equalized Grand List for the host district, from- 



the Department of Education Statistic*, and Information Section f and (8) Average 
Daily Membership for the host district, from the same so-\irce as^number 7. , • . 

* The first qf the current data items has apparently ^boen misi^orded" 
for purposes pf- computing the formula— some workers were double counted, re- \ 
suiting in a sixty percent ov6r-recording of the number of nonprofessional 
workers; ^However,, given that the same type of error'was mdde for" each county; 
and that this factor had only a- f i<'e percent weight in the formula, the . 
overall effect on the allocation of formula aid 'was, insigniticant--for, no 
area center did the error exceed 0.2% of their total formula aid. ,,0f much ^ 
greater consequence j,s the fact that this data item reflects conditions in 
1970 and that since that time there have been significant changes in employ- 
ment patterns. Overall. ^he labor force has grown nearly ten percent. ^WitKia, 
that figure, agriculture.' s share has declined substantially; the share employed 
in construction and manufacturing has also declined somewhat, while the rela- 
tive number of workers in trade* and service has increased. The-oniy up-to^ 
date' figure available is total number. of worker^ in'ekcH area. However, as 
noted in the first report, it- would seem most appropriate to omit^this factor 
from' the foralula and, instead, let its ifSpact be felt in the .program approval 

• process. . . ■• ■ , ' 

The "need" fbr vocational education is«reflected both in fcurrent 

manpower, requirements iand in "the current supply of unemployed (on underemployed). 

workers. Over bime the'i^np^r requirements are much, more likely to remain . 

stabLe thin is . the .-supply of unemployed persons—statewide economic develop- ^ 
. raent is occurring v.ery slowly. ^Moreover, accurate data' on unemployment is* 

mifih more, readily avlTlable than data 'on specific manpower requirements. 



ternatives, th^re are two potential issues; Jhe first is whether "enrollments" 
or ••fuU-time-equivalent enrollments" should be used.' VJhile the latter number' 
. ' is perhaps a more ' accurate ref-lect'ion af a center^s^ wbrk load,, it i's'^ore dif- 
^ ffculf. to collect.^ Given that there is only minimal vari.tiol .aJross 'centers, 
^. using enrollment da^a is comple.tei;y adequate for purposes of tlie formu^la. The 

• second issue 4' whether program • it^uts should be measured in terms -of 'dollars 
^ /or actual resources. At the present- time. t';achers are counted rather than " 
salaries, -but 'dollars expended. ate- used for 'other eligible ' inputs. Given th^t '[ 
• there is signific^^nt variation'in- average teacher sal^ie^.' use of PTE's may . 
■be the b^st alternative; however.^ it w»u Id be simpler.to use. single figure, 
and to- the extent that dif f erences *in other expenditures offset salary dif- ' \' 
ferences. use of the single measure, 'may yield the same '^distribut ion; ' - ■ 
■ ,The final factor in the present formala is .based upon >oth the, 
; -equaUzed grand list of the host d^serict and the district's average^d^ily . 
membership. The latter figure is v^H ' recorded a^d 'the most; appropriate 
-denominator if orie .wants to focus on funding requirements. If it is desire^^ 
. to focus more o^ the supply of fund^ available, then population ma> l,e a more' ' 
desirable denominator. One difficulty with' this latter aiterrrative is "that ' • 
-it is not routinely collected on an..annual basis, so that -some estimating 
. - would liW^y be involved, ' Vrith reg|rd to the "Equalized Grand' List. ' there at^' ' 

two issues . The f i;rst- issue concerns whether ^ore than simply .t-he- host di.- 
. ' trict's grand list should be used ta measure ability-to-pay. ^ To the exteivt 
^ tifat the center is. intended to "serv^ a numher-^f school districts , it. would ■ 
. seem desirable to'includc them all in such a measure. In fact, the federal, 
: law seems to suggest a broader approach:' ability-to-pay should.-be measured 
• on the basis of the. ^rea served. Ho-wever. deterfoining how to -combine '-the • 



grand lis^s of various towns might be difficult to do, especially where districts 
send students to more than one area center • Moreover, the host districts acci)unt 
for over seventy percent of vocational enrollments,' so that some sort of weighty 

schemfe would have to be employed, one wjiich would change eveijy year. And, 

• . ^ ^'^ - 

finally, under present arratlgemepts, sending districts share in the local costs 
of vocational edtication only through tuition payments for .stu^ents^ho actually 
attend; that is, the risk of underenrollmfent is borne by the host district* 
The actual consequences of, using alternative barses for measuring *ability-tG--pay 
will be -tested as part of the empirical analysis • . , 

" In additjLon to the factors currently in the formula, the new iederal 
legislation mandates* an additional factorr *^the relative number or- concehtp^- 
tion of low-income families or individuals/' Twlq sources of ddta on low- 
income households are readily available. The first is the Vermont State 
Income Tax Returns', which iijdicate -the number of low- income people who are 
working • One problem with this data is that It does not distinguish among 
♦full- and part-time employment; the fact that a majority of thp lowest returns 
are from singleillndividuals may indicate that these ^r4 secondary wage earners . 

(i«e«, students, youths living at home, etc.) who are deliberately working 

• ' . . *• ^ ^ . 

part-time* • Returns are classified by filin^^,, status, however, so that -looking 
at joint returns (i.e. , married couples) should provide a good, estimate of * ' 

low*^come working families. Similarly, t)ie number of . exemptions claimed on 

" cj. • V ; . • 

these returns, will be an indicator of the number ^o^i^per son's accounted for by ^ - 

these tax returns. The second soutc^ of data is 'Jthe case load of the Aid-to- 

Families-with-Dependent-Children program. This information, ^ incj.uding number^ ' 

of families, number of adults, number of children and dollars of benefits. are 
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tabulated eath year for the.moitth of February-the Department of Social Welfare 
believes that this' is" a representative month.- While there is, likely some over- 
lap betweeri these two sourcej, of dataf there usually is only one parent present 
in an- AFDC family while a joint return re^^es both parents be living together. 
Hence, at l^ast initially it woul(l seem desirable to te^t the combination of 
these two .measures. Finally,^ it should be noted that, Lt present, both are 
■ tabulated by t:0unty. Given the- distribution of the area centers, this Fase 
■should create little, if any, inequity in aid distribution. ' 

Finally, the new federal legislation-also rejiuires that funds be 

• set aside for three specific populations: pos t secondary , the handicaij«)ed and " 
^the disadvantaged. The^se first two groups are dealt with separately -in the 

State of Vermont; consequently, it is likely not appropriate that they be 
^ accounted focj^ln a general Vocationll aid formula." With regard to the dis- ' > 

advantaged, however, it Vould seem to be desirable to incorporate the ai^ set 
. aside for 4:hem into the formula. The State 5-Year Plan allows for a number • 
. of definitions of- disadvantaged. 'At the present time, suqh. students must be - 

Identified and counted by the local authorities. It seems desirable to con- ' 

• tinue this practice, particularly given the incentive of state aid to identify • 
'^such students. As for incorporating these numbers into an aid formula, it 

should be recognized* that tht,addlt^ional resources ^equ??ed to teach such ' 
--students kre dependent upon -both the absolute number of such -students aS the 
share .thejr rep-resent. of a given area centers, enrollments. . Both, of these 
measures will.'be included in the empirical a'nalysis. . 

, .The State S-Year Plan asserts that "liata used will' be based, as " 
nearly as pc^ssible,' on the service area^of the respective schoolsi." Basically, 
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these "areas" are a collection of local school districts for which the respec- 
tive area centers are the most accessible (i,€. , in most cases, non-host dis- . 
tricts siBnd their students to only one^ar^.a center)* As a rough geographical 
approximation of these varioijs areas, the State Plan, on page 131,^ presents a, 
map wijth each center encompassed by a circle with a 15 mile radius. Looking 
both at the map and at the list oT where ^respective districts send their 
students, there appears to be a reasonable correspondence between service 

*areas and county boundaries. Similarly, there i§ a reasonably good -corres- 

* • • • • ^ 

l5ondence between these areas and the **local. labor-markets" as these markets 

are defined by the, Department of Emplc^yment Security. 

\ . »- • 

Much information, particularly about th^ general population, is not 

available by "area center service area*" Hence, the relationships identified 

. ' ' V 

above are important because they pennitf data related to these alternative * 

' * • " .■ ^ 

bases to serve as useful and valid surrogates for "sfervice area" data. As 

part of considering formula alternatives, the impact of using different bases ^ 

* will be examined more closely. , ' . 



"Wit^^espect to what base is actually used for a g^Lven da^a item, 

three points seem important. ^The first is that all of the factors in the , 

formula need a' denominator of some type to serve as a scSling factor,. \l\Tiile 

the relative^ concenttation of some factors is imp^ortant,. both* comparability 

among "various elements of thfe formula and overall equity to the population 

being served require that aid based on, the formula be related to the magnitude, 

of ^the condition served. Und^r the present .formula, fdr example, Hyde Park ' 

may gg^l^'-'^s^ much as one an^i one-half 'times the total aid Burlington receives 

base^ on unemployment, even though Burlington has five times as many unemp^loyed 

• * ^ . ' .' ' * ' <' , * ^ 

"persons as the Hyde Park^ar^a and Burlington *s progtam serves nearly three 
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times as many students. Part of *tTiis inQpnsisten<sy*may be the result of the- • 
current formula*s algebraic form (this issue is discussed in sebtionll). 

- The second'point regarding what base to use is that for .some factors, 
the general population of the §rea may be the more appropriate base, while 
for others the numbe#bf pupils- mav be more appropriate* ^ This situation is' 
1^ also^ reflected' in ^P. L. 94-482 whei'e some partts of the act refer to the pupils 
' being served and others to the j)opulation beitif*^ served, this dichotomy is * : 
a potential problem, in terms of comparability across elements of the 'formiila/ 
ih situations where the relat^A^ 'size. of the area Vocational center 'does not 
reflect the size of the are^ poj>ulation*rMativie to the State total/ In the 
alternative formula mechanisms discussed'/in part II, an effort is mbde to- ac- 
count for these differences. .: * . • . 

The third po'int is that. cost, ..availability and accuracy are valid 
concerns in selectihg^a particular item for inclusion in the foi;mula. If 
data, .for example, is available by county, it may be more desirable to use 
such, numbers rather than undertake *the|fo?;t (and initial accuracy^ problems) 
of developing a new data' set. Such *con;slderations are even more important 
when 'the need for- comparable data from previous years is necessary. T^he data 
quality section of the final report will detail some of the tradeoffs involved 
■ for ^he fecommended formulas. ' . . , . ' 



FORMULA ALTERNATIVES 



The current formula^ for allocating federal and state aid for voca- ' 
tional education is difficult to characterize* tndeed, it i& effectively six 



independenr^fcalculations linked together only by the fact'that the total 
dollars ^allotted under each calculation are ,a given fraction of the total 
general aid funds available — i.e., the funds available are apportioned to 
each of the formula element's > and then separate calculations are made to allot 
the monies available under eac^ element. Imt>licit in^such a formula i's the 
assumption that interactions among any of the various ^crit^ria under which 
af4 allocated is small or not important; th6' effect of this assumption is 

that districts with relatively average values/under a^Ll criteria vrill not do 

• . ^/ > , 

as well as they would under a formula v/hich explicitly took account .of , inter- 

■ ' *H 

.actions, between the various formula elements. ' ' i. 

Modifications' to ^a formula such as the present one may be of three 
types: (i) change' weights; (ii) change way elements^ are calculat^^^md/or * 
(ili) actually change elements • The". first of these refers to maintaining the 
same basic formula, but assigning different relative weights to the various 



components* , L. 94-482 t^^^tes at least some of the present weights be 

- ' * . r * • ^ * - 4 ^ 

changed, In order /that ahility-to-pay and the. relatisce concentration of low 
income families be giveii their proper weight—as nojted in ^the fi,ris,t report,^ 
it is understood that, the two together must total at least 50. pejrcent* In 
addition, £fte^ nfew* law requires that unless monies are set aside and di'spensed 



separately, the ^ef feet of the formula must be that ZO'^RercenYoflfederal funds 

■.appropriated under sekion 102(a) of^-P.U. 9A-A82 must" be expanded on. dis- 

• ' ^ \ * ■ , ■ V • • ' 

advantaged students, 15 percent on.post^econdary students and 10 percent-on ^ 

'i ' - •' J 

handicapped st^4ents. In Vermont, programs, fo"r all thr'ee of these group's have 

been .^Administered separately ^ti the pas^.' Given current program structures, 

it se^ms desira#e to continue this approach for postsecondary and handicapped 

students. However, given that drlsadvantiaged stpdents^ are incorporated into. 

regular secondary programs," the basic ^formula^ would seem .the preferable mecha^ 

L • ■ - ' . i * ' - . ' 

nism for d^pensing the^e funds-. Including in the formula, a factor related 
to the numbers of disadvantagedlstudents. .at the various centers would require 
further alteration of existing weights ^ ' , - . * 

Several possibilities for* change in the way 'various elements are 
«■ - > /- ' • ' - 

calculated wece noted earlier In the/section on data alternatives. It.'was 

3ugges,t.ed that the current methods fqr' calculating the .unemployinent factor 

. " ■ ' - \ " ' i " t 

and the average income factaAwere particularly ^.i^ely candidates for revision. 

Moreover, in general there ipp^ared to b^ a need to make,all.of the elements' 

more comparable ;tb one anotfher, such as through bsing a jcomnfoh base, (or 

denominator), in e^ch 'factor. Similarly , 'possibilities for deleting-- some of. 

the current factors and/or adding hew pn«s''have also been observed. 6iven' 

•th^ language of the new ^federal lavrT'^wbuld seem*' ap'proprlate to delete the 

manpower factor <wi'th the understanding that' such' concerns become' part of 

the vprogram-approval ^ocess)^ and to add 'a ''disadvantaged student" factor. / 



The exact form of this latter factor would depend upon the type of formula 
chosen (see below). ' ^' ' - < . ' , > ' 



Finally, as noted' in chapter IV, the choice of, the dat^ base to use 
for any .given factor involves the iQt:era<iion between th<S quality of ^ the re-^- 
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cording of the data and how well a given base reflects ttle population served 
by the respective area centers. In this regard, . extensive statistical analysis 

^ V •> C , * 

was .done on the impact of choosing a particular- base for each of the'three types 
of population-based factors in the formula. In g.eneral, the following com-. , 
ments could be made: ' - 

1) Unemployment statistics are^ currently collected, on a "local labor • 

4 - 

marlcet area** basis. Given the size'^.and .economic '-.structure of VeYmont, 
to 'try^to collect/ these statis'tic^ some* ^tHer basiS would not be 
particularly mearvingful, TJie alternatives, then, f^x purposes of a 
' formula, are' to identify elach area cen'tea:?witih one lo^cal labot market 

^ • V%'-"\ V. \ / ' • 

area, or ,to identify them with as p.any. as ov^lap their particular 
service area and to ^develop a weighted aVe^gd/ of relevant unemploy- 
'^ment rates. Largely, because thirteen of the fifteen centers are 
located at the^center* of 'onfe of the local labor market areas and be- 
y*''-^ cailsfe in areas where geography pefmitis overlap, unemployment , rates do 
not differ significant].y , differences between usi'ng one laboX^market 

' ■ ' ^"^\ ^ ' ' ' \ \ 

area fpr ^ center versus u«^?>g a weighted av<§rage were negligible for 
' all the centers. 

' « - 

2) Property statistics are collected . on a town-by-town basis; in fact, as 
part of the'-general state education aid formula, the^ particular statis- 

^ tic "Equalized Grand Li^t/Average Daily Merqbership" is calculated 
annually for~^each school district. The choice, then, is to use a 
weighted average ^of the distr'icts served (with a few exceptions, send- 
'/ing districts generally tuition, their students to a silfigle area center) , 
a county statistic, .or to simply use the host district as the base." 

■ , ■ ■ : ■ r r ■ ' ■ ■ 



"A 



Aniily.zing the differing effects of these alternatives on the various 

i . , , , 

centers aid, one finds little sip^nificant chAnj^e; in fact, no district's 

-> ^ ^ * ' ' ' . - • • 

allocation changes by more tRan 1,6 percent. This result, holds for the 

-most part because area centers tend to bef&cated in districts of raughly - 

average property vealth, and because the host district's weight . usually 

causes it to dominate any weighted" average., Given the ♦theoretical 

merits ds well^ for using only the host district's property w^qlth, there 

is little reason for going to this trouble of computing a weighted- -average. 

3) income statistics are also gathered on d tov7n-hy-town ba^is.- In general. 

itt'come is- -sub j^ct .gt eater fluctuations than property values. More- 

over, there are some difficulties in assigning incomes to specific 

; towns. In addition, there tends to be greater variation in income 
* % 

across towns, so that a 'single town may not be representative. The 

alternatives, then, are to use a_ county base or a weighted average of ^ 

the districts served. The advantage of the former is that it is more 

stable (the weights in the average ^ould have to be altered each year), 

it is simpler to calculate^, and values mav be checked by data from othfer 

sources (particularly the- federal government) which are also collected . 

on a county basis. In fact,. the differences between the effects of. a 

weighted average and a coilnty-based statistic -result in no more than 

•V . . • ^ 

a ^3 percent variation in aid for any district. Given the gcmeral concern 

for accurate data, using, the county measure would sfeenv preferable. 

♦ 

Overall the/current formula^ is best characterized as a "flat grant" 

V • • - - ; 

type formula. Fixed dollar amounts are awarded to the local agencies on the 

'^^ 

basis of^ several criteria, but the overall amount is not tied jto single factor- 
(such as number of stiidents or amount of expenditures) which serves as a measure 



0^ local effort, the particurar formula used has \mrked well largely because ' 
50 percent of the total funds awarded are allotted ^ on the basis of'pjrogr^am 
resources and another 25 percent are tied to the number of pupils ser.\red, . 

• Given the modificatioris required by t. L. such a formula would continue 

. ' . " * • . * 

to work well only Lf the„ vkrious., elements were (^ach related to somd common de- 
nominator* . *^ ? ' 

An. alternative would be to use a formula with a different alfebradc 
form. Considering the constraints of the federal Icrislation, the most viable 
candidates would be any of the class of formulas which can be characterized as- 
"variable matching grant" formulas. Basically, ^uch formulas relata J;he com- • 
bined .effect" of the various ailocatipn criteria to some measure of local effort. 
They may in fact take a number of specific forms, depending upon what aspect 
of the -school finance process local Authorities wish" to emphasize. Givdn the 
State's basic objective of .an overall nonlocal^hare of 25^ percent , *the so- 
called "percentage equalizing" forii)ul,a -would seem most appropriate—the present 
so-cailedJinm^r" .formula for aiding general elementary and secondary educa- 
tion is, in fact, this "type of formula. ' - . . 

. Dejvelopment of such a formula woiald involve three steps^ ' (1) choosing 
the specific factors and^ t^heir relative weights for -being combined into a 

V 

>atfch±ng index"; (2) choosing a "base" to be1!iatched; and (3) choosing the' 
specific method^ for determining the values to be inserted into the various , 
parts of the formula— this last step is essentially the same task' described 
above in connection with flat gr^nt formulas'. Generally, formula quantities 
are qpnverted to in^ex values— t'liat ^is. for apy local agency, tlie value of a 
given factor is divided hy the State mean'* value for that factory' ije, principle 
value to this approach .is that it emphasizes '^e relative position of each 
.local agency. By putting all factors on'a comm'oA scale, it also iTakes it much 
simpler to* combine them. . -v ^* ;n ' ' ' 



* \ \ - ' ' • ' , ^ '• • , 

It should be clear from the' discussion ufJ to 'this point .tl\|t ^he St4te 

does in fact have a large number of choices open to it, and that, in most cases 

• *■ • ' , - ♦ 

t^ choices are as much a matter of value, judgment as -they are of ^mpii^Lcal 

'fact. In the, development of specific recommendations^ for a new^ formula Sis'" 

' part of this report, three, principles were followed:. . T ' . ' 

l) The^ formula should be coifsistent with, and to the fullest ektent pos- 

sible it should foster, the objectives of the State's' 5— Year Plan. In - 

♦ this context it is understood that anymew .formula must be .fully comr* 

pliant with the requirements of P. L. 94-482. 

1) The formula shoijld be of such a nature that local agencies can relate 

it to their planning and budgeting processes. In- this regard, the 

formula should (i) be simple — i.e.,^have the. fewest possible factors \ 

.\ J 

consistent with achieving the objectives of the State 5-Year Plan;** 
^ (ii). be cfonsi&tent — i.e.,' be based on factors related to one another . 

and to the pbpulation served by the respective centers. ' " ^ 
3) Tire formula should require data whdch is reasonably current* anc^ reliably 
- V* recorded (note that-^''current" is understood in the context of the pro«T 

gram budgetigIg;^^p^i^o^s'^^d the timl«£pf^actual allocation^'decisions. - 

The' issue o£ what facra*V should be included in*a new formula .and the issue of 

• • ^ ^ \ • ' ... 

what *.a]ggebraic form the formura should take were, in general, treated separately 

(a third issij^ of what part of^tdtal nonlocal revenues should be, administered 

through* the formula was also .dealt with by* itself — and in fect,; dijstiussion r 

' . ' . " . - *^ • * / • . 

^ of this issue is left to the foJLlowing.'chapter) ' 

Withf^espect to formula elements, it is\recQ|Taf(ended :that- flye^^actors 

be considered 'in allocating ^.fynds through the formula: 



J 

r 
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1) ^relative concentration of low income families- in the area served by each 



center; , , . ' 



2) •relative unemployment rate in tKe local labor market area; 

Property wealth of the host district (as measure o^f ability to pay); 

A) relative concentration ..of '"disadvantaged" students ^t ea^h institution; • 

^ and \ • ' " /' ^ / ^ .\ ^ 

5) the relative size of the program at each institutioh. 
The specific data recommended to!be used to measure these factors are described 
b,el6w in connection with specific formula .alternatives. The relative 'weight 
to be assigned to eadh factor is dependent on the' type ot formula selected 
'(see below) . ♦ ' * . • ' 

With respl^cr'^<2^ormulaf types, both a flat grant type and a variable 
matching grant type would be acceptable. However, the latf^r type seems more, 
consistent with the principles listed above ;and, therefore, ''it is listed as 
the primary recommendation. A §*eparate issue is* the treatment of the disad- 
vantaged set^jgfide^ (actually this is an'tssue only if a- v^iable' matching 
grant is used) . In terms of the above principles, it would be preferable , to ^ 

iilcorporate these monies* (and thisA,^ator) directly into the "foxfmula if federal 

' V- * - • ' ■ ' . ' 

♦ . . . ^^^^ - . • . - . . 

authorities deem that permissible^ The formula would comnly with the federal 
law, so io^g as (1) tl^e fe*deral set-aside divided bv the total '.number of dis- * 
advantage^ students is less than one-half ai/erage per pupil , cost for the 
centers cfoipbined (at present it equals 0.19); (2) monies may be applied A) • 
the total cost p^educating the disadvantaged ; and (3) mai'ntenance of effort 
applies to state and* ioq^i^ funds only. If any of these three con*di^tms are$..< 
not met,, then the disadvantaged, monies must be treated .separately, . and shoXild 



be done So on a "weighted 'per pupil" basis (see .belciw) . For eacR of these 
three altern^atives, it is , recommended that the following .weights be assigned 
to the various factors (weights' in thi present formula are included for com- 
parison) • . * ' 

Factor 
Income . 

Unemplpjrment • • 
Property Wealth 
.Disadvantaged 
Expenditures 
Staff . 
Labor Force 

♦included as the "base" for matching 



Current Var. Natch Grant Var. Match Crant Flat 
Formula ,. . w/Disadvanta'fee w/o Disadvantage Grant 



.25 
.20 

- ' .25 
, . 20 ■ 
' .10 
-0- 

^ -0- 



.10 - 


. ■ .30 


.35 


.10 


. ;20 


.30 


.25 


.30 


.35 


-0- ' 


.20 


-0- 


■M- 


■ * 


* 




-0- 


-0- 


.05 


• - • -0- 


-n- 



The specific recommendations, then, are a^ follows:. 

1) , Variable Matching Grant—disadvantaged included: 

It is- recomfnended that Section 3,2. 7-2 of the State Plan be* amended. 

Beginning with the line, "Five percent/bf the funds available . .v 

^ on page 38 o? the Plan, to read as follqws: - „ 

\ ^ . ' ^ / " . ' , . 

\ Five percent of the funds available will be set* aside to be^ 

' . granted to spools for Excess Costs based on Info^ffif^tion supplied 
. by the Area" Exc^ess Costs are here defined to include any of. the - 
follo wing: (1) new programs ^designed to meet new and emerging man- 
power needs areas of high unemployment; ^2) special costs asso- 
ciated with th^%ducation of persons with limited English speaking 
ability; a^iid (3) unanticipated cost increases since the' October up- ' 
d at e-r-it ems. which may b^ given consideration included such things 
as teachers* newly negotiated contracts and .fringe benefiVs, teacheV 
replacement^ at a differ.ent salary,. .hiring. of additional teachprs and 



purchase of additional supplies because of unexpected ^program expansion,^ 
unusual .transportation and maintenance costs,. In the event that funds 
available are insfuf f icient to coyer such costs, requests will be^ pro- 
rated using the "Need Index" ^described bejow. Any unexpended fund's 
in Excess Costs liot used in *this manner ,by April l.will be put back 
? into the formula ♦ • 

From the remsfinin^ monies, the State will pay to the appropriate 
local education/agencies a share of those agencies eligible -expendi- 

. * ■ 

% tures; the state's share for each agency shall be equal. to 

P X Locat Need Index < 
where "P" equals the State's share for^a local agency '"with" average 
oieed (LNI « 1.0), to- be determined by the fundus available; and the ^ * 

"Local Need Index" is detdijnined as follows: 

. ^ - . ^ , ^ ^ 

LNI 0,2(DP) + 0,3(LI) + 0,.3'(EGL) + 0,2(UN) ' 

where^ _ ' / ^ - 

' total oisadvantaged 

DP == number of disadvantaged students at school j_ pupils In State 
' ' .total enrollment of school • total enrollment 

• - in State 



"Ll « AFDC recipients -t ]ow income families AFDC recipients + loW income 

\ ■ ' in Lounty • . j f^mUlies .in State . 

- 'total population of coiinty ^.''^ totafipopulation of State . 



tGL « . Equalized Grand List of host district J_ Equalized Grand List of .?tate 
ADM of host district * ^ ^ ' . ADM of State 

• " • . . ' . • "i 

l^N « unemployment rate of local area ■;;-'.unempr6yment rate' of State ; 

/ . "eligible expenditures" are def ioed. ,to include all direct expenditures 

' " - . ^ ' • • 

on approved Section 120 (b)(1) (A) programs during the year irpediately * 
^ preceding the year in which aid is awarded,.. \ • , 



Variable Matching Grant —disadvaVca^ed excluSecl * ' 

The .r-^-Tjula v,.t_c b» ■:he same ao. ^pove, except that ,. ^ 
a) Un « t);*35. (EGf + 0.30 (UN),. • . , ' ^ 

vib) the follow:'..ig' sectioti Vouid added' to the State Plan — . 

• ^ » ^ - ♦* 

monies, set aside for disadvantaged Students shall ,be allotted 

to the appropriate local education agencies -according to r.Iv*^: 

' » . % * 

following x^onr.ula: ' . . • . 

Allctntent = ^0^' ^*x (numbet' of* disadvantaged pupils) x ."ands, 
. " ^ «' su-:i v.f (DP) x; (disadvantaged enrolxmenic) ^vaixatbie 

fo< oli e-igi'cle insttt^iJatons < 

Any monies net expended from ese^llctments'mli oe made ava^a.c.^.. 

to tfie r^mainin^ eligible institutions on a pro rata basis.. 
* • ' « 

FldLC^Gran::: , " ' •* * 

Tha 3:.!ne change uh^ detini^i.or of ''Excess Coses" as above would . 

Tnace, In additior.V ^'"'2 following' cnanj^es m- the' calculation of torta^-La 

elemerts would be^-n^de:-' 

a) Part I relabeled ''-^U^advantaged* S^tudencs' * 

disacvar: caged pu^ilG J_ tocdl oi! areas nisadvanttaged .:^upils ' 
. ^.total inrolLient i ' • tot^l areZr^.:cllTie--it ^ 

\D?)- cisadvoac-aii^ec t>tipi.]" x •20 of, f unds^ c.v^lj.ci':>l3 «= A 
' advar.Lc.ge:f pupils , ** , - ' • - . 



.b) Part IT: ' . ^- . - 



'A: change *' c:: f^ir.ds a'/«*labie' . 
B: calculate (LI) as 1:^ 3. a^Dve • . ^ , 

(LI) ^nr:l-j.ment ^ x C,23 ci funds ^VA-ilcxCife = Jj' . 
* ,to£al of a:;ea3 (LI) v * , 

x', enroilmen't ^ 
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c) . in Part Ill^^del^te A; change. B to-read'as follows: ^ / ; • ^ 

*A» eligible expenditures ^ total of areas eligible expenditures 
.enrollment ^ • total areas enrollments 

S. (EX) X enrollment x .'O^O of funds, available = £ . 

' -tptal of areas (EX) - * * ' , ' " ' s. 

♦ X enrollment • . • 

. ' . d) . m Part m; eliminate steps D through H and insert: ^ 

^* (AM) X enrollment x 0»25 of funds available = D 

total of areas J/^M) > , ~ 

X enrollment * ' . * 

» ' * • . »■ < 

The specific data recommended to be Used in these formulas is as follows: 

1) number of disadvantaged pupils as reported by the area centers as part 
of Fall Data' Collection; " ' " , ' 

2) totai enrollment from Department of Education—Fall f)ata Collection; • 

3) number of 'AFDC families from' Department of Social VJelfare (report for - 

I 

February ijmnediatefynpr«^ditig current school year); 

4) ' number of low income families^^5II^-D«^a^rtme Taxes (number of returns 

fil^d as j'Bint returns, with adjusted gross income less than $^,000, 
fat^jrear preceding current school year';. . . ■ 

'5) . equalized grand list and A/D. M. data from Departnent" of Ediication 
Statistics and Information Section; ^ * ' ^ ' m' ' ' 

6) unemployment is average total unemployment .for local labor market area 
for the 18-month period'ending June 30th immediately to the current 
school year — from the- Department of Employment Security; ' 

7) population data is from Department of Health, Vital Statistics Section' 
-^d^a are mbs.t recent year .available ^(currently 1975). i ' 



C^ne final note should be made regarding the contingency fund and the 
set-aside for excesis costs, l^e requirements of t*. L. 9A-482 do not appear to 
prohibit such provisions, (so long as the overall matching requirements are • 
- met, a condition' which should have little effect on these provisions). More- 
over, the- recommended .modifiqat ions of, the present formula-do not alter the 
need for these provisions,. It ts recommended, however, that the definition of 
excess cost be modified to insure that the State is in compliance with federal 
regulations; In particular , ' the federal law requires States' to address the 
problems of persons with "limited ^English speaking ability ," and to give 
priority to "new programs designed to meet new and emerging manpower needs." 
Givea the very small foreign boirn papulation in Vermont (considerably less 
than 1, percent of the population) it is estimated ^that there are no more thai 
150-200 students in Vermont schools' with limited English speakin'g ability-^ 
this assumes all for^eign born students or cHildren oP^fbreign born parents have 
difficulty. Similarly, the .limited economic development in Vermont makes pro- 
grams yhich .fit int©-^ above i^riority category unlikely. As a, result, it 
would seem ijetter 'to treat both of these situations as unusual .events and, 
hence, more appropriately classified as "excfess costs." 

. r " ' 

The actual impact of the proposed changes in the formula on each of, 
the area centers for fiscal years 1976 and 1977'is shown -in the tab'e telow. 
In gfeneral', the recoiiffir4nded formula tends to distrlbqte aid in a more uniform 
manner, principally as a consaquence of - establishing cbnsistency across the 
various factors used in , the formula. However, the new f lat gra^lt formula - 
shows a more uneven .distribution, und'erscoring the- role that tl#high weights 
assigned to program- factors play in the present formula". To the extent that 
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"there ar? systematic shifts in funds, they are the restjlt of. variation in the 
factors mandated by the new g^.deral law. rOf .particular importance ip the 
variation in the concentration of "disadvantaged students" repbrted by the 
respective centers. This variation is not strongly' correlated with the 

X ^ 

economic status indicators (unemployment ^nd -.concentration of low income ' " 
families)-, suggesting that either the definition, of dVsadvantlged may need to 
be tightened, , or some auditing i:^cal reporting jnay^e'ifecessary. 
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ADDITIONAL REVKWE AND I'XPENDITURR ISSUES ' , [ 

\ ^ 

■ "^^^ P^^^li^y focus of this studv has" been the development of a, new . " 

.formula foi? allocating vocational education^ monies. . Tn th^ context of- con- 

sidering the, impact' of a new fbrmula, it would seem useful to analyze, two' 

related issues: incoroorating into the formula. those state monies now ■ " J 

dispensed as tuition .and/or as direct payments ^or staff salaries (the other 

type. of state aid used presently, categorical grants for specific programs, 

is4nore directly .related to the State's obj-ect^vej? ^d shoultf be left as is)- 

and (2) requiring area centers to" report a totalWget (i.e., Jone that in- ^ 

' . ■■" • , • , " ^ . • . 

clufles expenditu^s for plant operation and maintenance'). , . 

. . . " ^ ' . . ' 

• The desirability -of making. these changes ts,' to a significant degree ' 

dependent on the ^mplrical-poriifequ^nces,. Th'e taj^le? below, show some of 7he ' ' 

. . ■ ' ■ '■■ ' '• ■ ' - ■ 

effect's. Fifst, however, the rationale. for -(and objections to), making such 

changes are bfi/fly outlined. • ' 



Dispensing tuition payijieiits throiiRh the fortnula: Lucira change would 
simplify the ai'd procfess and would further concent-rate .funds on those 
area- centers judged- by formula criteria to te in -need. ' Its primary'*^'' 
redistributive effect, howeWr, would b6 to shift the benefits of ^ 
state aid from .the- sending districts to host districts, 'civen^that host ' 
districts already^Tenroil a disprc^portionate share of- students-, such a • 
move would- likely aggravate the pfoblen. Also, to the extent that shift- 
ing funds f&the formula wou].d Imye an effect on the 'overall state appro- 
priation for vocational education^ it would likely decreas^.' Some 
of the problems wit|h the present -euition system may be related to'.the' 
seeming lack of -correspondence between, average costs and established ' 
tuition rates, tjiis despite a statue law requiring such co'rrespondence. 
.Finally, tWlogic of excluding sendftg districts without high, schools 
is- not. cl^.,] gi.vep t^at the actug^ tuition-is aBout .25 percent of full - 
cost, |^;^8^1y^''th^^cexcess presQmecfeio be associated wl^h vQcatipnar 



Dispensljp^thle current pajj^Tfents/for^'^taf^' ^ad'arie's through' the formula - 
would' seem to simplify tl^e- aid" prqcefe.V. and ioXild' apparently 'have Utile 
effect on the distributiQn-o|f aid/^ Main;" ^-possible reservltW Is tfil.» 
impact- on the overall appropriatibn'^ liyea <that these items. ar^ supported 
at 75. percent. • - • , ' , , 

Data o^n' tidtal budgets is* only available for^Fy 1975.- Analysis of this ' ' 



. data siiggests that while the expenditures .for^piant ' operation and 
J * ^^^^ 
malntejiance are a substantial pc\rt of total costs (overall, about 

one-third) i including tfieip in the allocatlpn base^ would not cause any* 

/ significant shifts in the distribution.- The priinary benefit might be. 

to help better idCTtify Who really bears the costs of the area centers, 

as between the host districts and sending! districts; in doing so, some 

of the variation betwee'h tuitions, and average^ costs within, districts 

might be eliminat*-d. Including -these expenditures might also act as a 

catalyst for increasing the total state appriDpriation for vocational 



education (^o the extent that that appropriation is tied to total ex-^ 
pendituresO The principle drawback is that inclusion might weaken 
efforts to encourage expenditures on the par^ticular items now covered. 
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•COMPARISON .01'- TUITION AID AND FOI^MULA AID 
FY1976 , •' . 
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INCLUDING ANCILLARY .COSTS I^N FORMULA AID 
• -FYa976 
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